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Letter - R6. Coachella Valley Water District.
Signatory - Tom Levy. 

Response to Comment R6-1
IID does not agree that in the absence of the QSA, IID, and SDCWA
must receive approval of CVWD and MWD before a transfer from IID to
SDCWA could occur. This difference of opinion does not impact the
environmental analysis. Any legal objections to such a transfer can be
resolved by agreement or in the appropriate forum. As noted in the
Draft EIR/EIS, IID and SDCWA have filed a petition seeking SWRCB
approval of the water transfers, including a determination that the
Project is in furtherance of SWRCB Decision 1600, SWRCB Order WR
8820, Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution, and Sections
100 and 109 of the Water Code. Reclamation's agreement to
implement the change in diversion required for a transfer to SDCWA, in
a form similar to the IA anticipated for the QSA, would also be needed.
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Water Transfers to
CVWD (QSA Implementation Scenario) in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment R6-2
The impact estimates presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are based on
generally accepted practices. The commenter indicates that the Draft
EIR/EIS understates the economic stimulation that the Project will
provide. The socioeconomic impact estimates presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS are based on generally accepted practices in the Imperial
Valley. Consistent with the methodology used throughout the impact
analyses in the Draft EIR/EIS, a conservative approach to the selection
of modeling assumptions was followed; thus, the modeling assumptions
tend to understate potential beneficial effects and overstate potential
adverse effects. Also, refer to the Master Response on
Socioeconomics Crop Type Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis
of Fallowing in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R6-3
Refer to response to Comment R6-2.
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Response to Comment R6-4
Comment noted. Pursuant to IID's position that State law applies to this
transfer, IID and SDCWA have filed a petition seeking SWRCB
approval of the water transfers, including a determination that the
Project is in furtherance of SWRCB Decision 1600, SWRCB Order WR
8820, Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution, and Sections
100 and 109 of the Water Code. Reclamation's agreement to
implement the change in diversion required for a transfer to SDCWA, in
a form similar to the IA anticipated for the QSA, would also be needed.

Response to Comment R6-5
The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect this issue. This change is
indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.8.3.2.
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Response to Comment R6-6
The Coachella Canal Lining Project EIS/EIR concludes that lining the
canal is not expected to change inflow to the Salton Sea. However, it
also states that, "It is possible that some ground water under the study
area discharges directly into the bottom of the northeast side of the
sea." One could therefore conclude that lining the Coachella Canal
would not reduce inflow to the Sea or that it would cause a small
reduction. The environmental analysis in this Transfer EIR/EIS was
purposefully conservative, i.e., doubts were resolved in favor of
understating potential beneficial effects and overstating potential
adverse effects. The conclusion that inflows to the Salton Sea could be
reduced as a result of lining the Coachella Canal is just one example of
choosing the more conservative of two possible conclusions.

Response to Comment R6-7
Please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS: Hydrology Development of the Baseline,
Hydrology TMDLs, and Other Cumulative Impacts (Mexicali
Wastewater System Improvements).

Response to Comment R6-8
During development of the IIDSS, an analysis was made of existing
leaching practices at IID and of how these practices would change in
response to an increase in Colorado River salinity. Based on this
analysis and its application within the IIDSS, an average annual
increase in water required for leaching was estimated to be
approximately 3 percent. 
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